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ABSIBACT 

In June, 1973, the Supreae Court of the United States 
handed dovn fire decisions vhich significantly altered the legal 
definition of obscenity, placing greater eaphasis on local coaaunity 
standards for judging a vork obscene. A surrey of public libraries 
vas conducted in 1974 to deteraine if these decisions had resulted in 
an increase in coaaunity censorship of library aaterials. Since the 
size of the coaaunity aight prore significant in its response to the 
Court ruling, the public libraries in each state were sorted into 
three groups by size of population served. One library of each size 
group (if applicable) in each state vas then selected at randoa, for 
a total of 133. A ten^itea questionnaire vas constructed, and the 
instruaent*s reliability and validity vas tested vith a trial nailing 
in February, 1974 to the Aaerican library Association and five saaple 
libraries. The final nailing, in April 1974, elicited 115 responses, 
an 86 percent return rate. The responses vere analyzed by geographic 
region and coaaunity size. Of the 115, 108 reported no change in 
patron concern about library aaterials or about specific titles since 
the Supreae Court ruling. Survey aaterials are included. (SL) 
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of friends, rolatives and follow-studonts, to 8o« if they wore 
clear and to the point. After seroral reivieions^ the opinion 
waa sought of faoultjr «iid>ers who ware More familiar with the 
specific content of ^e questions. The questionnaire was re- 
fined numerous tiaes before the final rersion was adopted. 

Wick is also helpful in his analysis of the important 
corer letter. Brevity^ the need to address the respondent 
personallyy presentation of the purpose of the study prior to 
the request for helpt assurance of anonymity— are some of the 
elements aouilysed. 

A diseussion of i;he questions as they appear in the 
final rerision follows. 



vsrmsm or arizoia - umaa scroql 

The tlae required to avpplj this lnfonati<m is qjprcndjnately 5-10 adnutee. 
Position of respondent (please use exact title): 



In all of the following questions, "l ibrary materials" and conplaints about 
such naterlals refer to contafOTersifl . questionable or «probl«ii" items de aling 
with sex, violence, rece. politice. druy. etc. — ' 



Heading. The questionnaire deals only with those materials 
relerant to the Supreme Court obscenity ruling. This Heading 
is included to eliminate consideration by the respondent of 
other types of i^tron concexn. (For oJEample, a pntron might 
want more oookbooks or trarel guides . or fewer recreational 
end more science materials.) 
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i. INTROOUCTIOR 



On June 23, 1973 the United States Supreme Court resolved 
five cases by handing down decisions that significantly altered 
First Amendment law.l While rejecting the "utterly without re- 
deeming social value" test for obscenity, the five Justices of 
the majority^ proposed thctse basic guidelines 1 whether the aver- 
age person, applying cont*5mporary community standards, would find 
that the work, taken as a whole, appeals to the prurient interest 1 
whether the work depicts or describes, in a patently offensive 
way, sexual conduct specifically defined by the applicable state 
law I and whether the work, taken as a whole, lacks serious liter- 
ary, artistic, political, or scientific value. 

Further, the phrase "community standards" is no longer 
to be interpreted to mean the standards of the "national commu- 
nity," Each state, and possibly each locality, may enact its 
own standards. These are to be applied by local juries which 
will review challenged works according tc the "average person" 

iThe five cases are» Miller v. California . Paris Adult 
^!?g^!g^ I ^' Slat on . Kaplan vT California , ^nixeg States v, 12 
zoo ft. Reels Films . Unites States v. 6rTto" ' 

^Justices Blackmun, Burger, Powell, Rehnquist and White. 
Dissenting were Justices Brennan, Douglas, Marshall and Stewart. 

1 
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standard, Thert is no longer any neceieity for a prosecutor 
to present evidence or expert testimony in his attempt to 
convince the jury that a work is obecenei the work itself Is 
judged. 

Finally, although a person is still permitted to possess 
whatever he desires in his own home, he may not purchase, acquire 
or import material deemad to be obscene.^ 

In his dissenting opinion. Justice William 0. Douglas 

warned of tha possible affects of the raling on libraries i 

What we do today is rather ominous as respects 
librari&r.s. The net now designed by the court 
is so finely meshed that, taken literally, it 
could result in raids on libraries. Libraries, 
I had always assumed, were sacrosanct, repre- 
senting every part of the spectrum. If what is 
offensive to the most influential person or group 
in a eoiummity oan be purged from a library, the 
library sygtem would be destroyed. 2 

Has the decision caused serious problems for public libraries? 
Is the public taking a more active role in monitoring library 
materials? Have patron complaints, from individuals or pressure 
groups, increased since the ruling? Is book selection affec- 
ted—perhaps in subtle ways? 

After conducting a general literature search using 
Library Literature , it was found that no systematic study 
of the effects of the Supreme Court ruling on the public 
library had been attempted. It was felt that such a survey 
would be useful. 



J -Official Reports of the Supreme Court (Washington, 
1973) » CKOnil, Pali I, 

2lbid., p.72. 



II. MEIHODOLOGY 



In determining the format of the survey, a mailed 
questionnaire was thought to be the best way to reach a 
representatire saapling of public libraries throughout the 
country. 

A» Feasibility Study 

In evaluating the feasibility of such a study, John 
Wick's Questionnairo Construction ^ was consulted. This excel- 
lent slide and tape presentation, available on loan from the 
Bureau of Educational Research and Service, in the University 
of Arizona Education Building, Room 313 i alerts the researcher 
to the many pitfalls in questionnaire proceduz«t. 

The first step is consideration of the time involved. 
To be don- prop*»rly, the questions should be tried, informally 
at first, snd then in an experimental nailing to representative 
respondents. This can take several months, A preliminary 
raailiig for this study was sent on February 19, 1974, with 
a return requested by I.larch 8, The final mailing wsts com- 
pleted on 4.pril 10, 197^1 with a return requested by April 
30, A follow-up letter was sent to non-respondents on Hay 

^Prom An Overview of Evaluation and Research Topics . 
Unit lY, Northwestszn Uhlversity, Center For the Teaching 
Professions , ^n.dj. 
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13 f with returns still being received in late June. Finally, 
a surmary of findings was sent to all respondents on July 31, 
197^. 

A cost analysis is also essential. The researcher 
must consider the type of reproduction to be used in pro- 
cessing i the cost of analyzing results (will a computer be 
required?) I the cost of materials and mailings t and the time 
involved in such clerical activities as typing and stuffing 
envelopes • Since only five libraries were used in this trial 
mailing, the cover letters and questionnaires were xeroxed 
and mailed (with stamped, addressed return envelopes) by the 
researcher* 

For the final mailing, the cover letter was repro- 
duced, on University of Arizona Library School letterhead, 
at the JrAversity Kimeo Bureau.-^ Stencils were typed by the 
researcher, with 200 copies of the two-page questionnaire 
reproduced by the Graduate Library School office. Extras 
were made at this time to send to possible non-respondents • 
Outgoing postage was paid by the University, through the 
Graduate Library School office, while the researcher pur- 
chased the stamps for the enclosed return envelopes. Another 
letterhead was reproduced at the Fdmeo Bureau to send to non- 
respondents. Finally, the summary of findings was processed 
in similar fashion, with the University paying for the mailing. 

^Located in Ari:;ona Stadiuni, West Gate 6. 
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Table 1, 

Fostac* r«r 1^^ Retam aivelopcr at $.10 Bach $13.30 

R«pr«duetion of 150 C«ver Lettars at MImo Buraau. . ^.10 

RaipradueUan of 50 Pallow-up Lattara at Mimaa Buraau.... 2.10 

Rapraduotlan of 150 Sumary Lattan at Mlaao Buraau 4.10 

Miscallanaoua Sxpanaaa (anvelopaa, atanoils, rubber 

atanp for ratum addraaa, trial aailinc; ate .)...... . 15.00 

Total Paraonal Expanaea . $38 .60 

Uhlrarslty Expensee 

Rapreductlon of Quaationnaira Steneil 

(Graduate Library School Office).... $ i,60 

Postage For Pinal Outgoing Mailing. ..................... 13 .30 

Postage For Sumuiry Letters.. 13.30 

Total Un^veraity Brgenaaa « 428.20 

TOTAL COST OF STUDY 466.80 
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B. Saapling 

Sine* the 8iB« of tht eonaunity might prove signi- 
ficant in it« response to the Court ruling, three libraries 
were selected from each state, serving populations of A) under 
25fOO0, B) fro» 25.000 to 300,000, and C) over 300,000, 

The Bowker Aiaerican Library Directory (1^ 2- 7^ ) was 
used in obtaining naiaes and addresses of Ubraries and head 
librarians, as well as population figures for coBBBunities 
served by the libraries. Following the guidelines set forth 
in Van Dalen's Understanding educational Research (pp,295- 
300), a aethod of obtaining a stratified random sampling was 
devised. 

First, only public libraries coded "P" in the direc- 
tory were to be usedi excluded from consideration were state 
archives, penitentiaries, hospitals and other spooial public 
facilities* For each state, the number of pages allotted it 
in the directory was eounted. A matching set of numbered 
slips of paper was eompiled. The researcher drew one from 
these, counting up to the corresponding page for that state. 
The first -P" library serving a population of under 25,000 
was selected. The process was repeated for the other two 
population categories, 

A total of 133 libraries was selected from 50 states. 
The following states had only two libraries represented, since 
they lacked a population santer in the 309000+ category 1 
Alaska, Arkansas, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Mississippi, 
Montana, Nevada, New Haiqpshire, North Dakota, South Carolina, 

Er|c 11 
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Utah, Veraont, Weit Vircinift, and Wyoning. The total saapla 
worked out as followoi 

Table 2. 
SaMple 

17 atatea with 2 librariaa «■ 34 
33 ■tmtea with 3 libraries - 99 

Total libraries in saaqae "133 
or 

50 states with siae A library 
50 states with size B lib, ary 
33 states with sise C lib ^7 

133 total libraries in sample 

To facilitate ar^ysis of data, the states wure 
grouped aeeording to region as follows t Weat (39 libraries) — 
Alaska, Arisona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, 
Nevada, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Washington, 
Wyoming I Midwest (32 libraries)— Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, 
Mohigan, Minnesota, Kissouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, 
South Dakota, Wisconsini South (38 libraries)— Alabama, Arkan- 
sas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, 
Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virgin- 
ia, West Virginia I Northeast {Zk libraries) —Connecticut, 
Maine, Massaehusetts, New Hampshire, Naw Jersey, New York, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont. 

C. Questionnaire Construction 

Following Wick's guidelines, a preliminary form was 
constructed. The questions were tried on a varied sampling 
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of friends, relatives and fellow-students, to see If they were 
clear and to the point. After several revisions, the opinion 
was sought of faculty apmhers who were more f aniliar with the 
specific content of the questions. The questionnaire was re- 
fined numerous times before the final rersion was adopted, 

V/ick is also helpful in his analysis of the important 
cover letter. Brevity, the need to address the respondent 
personally, presentation of the purpose of the study prior to 
the request for help, assurance of anonymity— are some of the 
elements anulysed. 

A discussion of i;he questions as they appear in the 
final revision follows. 

UNIVERSITT OF ARIZOMA - UBRaRI SCHOOL 
The time required to evpplj this information is approxiiRately 5-10 irlnutes. 
Position of respondent (please use exact title): 

In all of the follovd ng questions. "Ubrary nateriala" and complaints about 
such materials refer to controve rsial, questionable or "pro&lem" item s dealing 
with sex, violence, race, politics, drugs, etc . 

Heading . The questionnaire deals only with those materials 
relevant to the Supreme Court obscenity ruling. This Heading 
is included t^ eliminate consideration lay the respondent of 
other types of i«itron concern. (For example, a patron might 
want more cookbooks or travel guides, or fewer recreational 
and mor(« science matexials.) 
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°* increased pptroii concern about Ubrary 
materials cince the June 1973 S-xpte^ Court ruling on obscenity? 

a. Increase .. change c. Decrease 

1. This question is detigned to elicit a general impression 
frem the librarian(s) , Included here night bo the patron who 
Makes no foraal complaint, but esqpresaes verbal concern* 



2. If you checked "a", how would you characterize this increased concern? 
Check balow whatever choices ag)ply: 

a. Criticism of the library 

(1) for including "sensitive" materials 

Some Much a great deal 

(2) for excludin| ; ^ sensitive materials 

^Miich A great deal 

b. Svqjport of the library 

(1) for int.iuding sensitive materials 

Some Much a great daal 

(2) for excluding sensitive malerials 

Much A great deal 

2, This rather complicated question is designed to measure 
all possible types of concern noted, both positive and 
negative. 
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3. Have complaints regarding specific titles increased since the obscerAty i-uHng? 



3# This question complemants number 1» in mtasuring specific 
ooneyete complaintBt 

U. Have you found it necessary to explain your library's policies to the 
community since the Supreme Court ruling? 



Yes, as a result of the ruling 

Yes, but not directly related to the ruling 

If yes, by ^at ifieans? 

5. Have you found it necessary to revise your existing policy on book selection 
since th^ ru]1ug? 



Increase 



No change 



Decrease 



No 



No 



Yes, as a resoilt of the ruling 



Yes, bat not directly relrted to the ruling 



6. Is your library attempting to determine what "local conmmnity standards" are? 



No 




^.j 5. and S. These questions are designed to show any nodif id- 
eation in the relationship of the library to the comnunity 
sinee the Court rulings 
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7. Does your library keep statistics of patron con^jlaints? 

m X®s No If you checked no, you may skip to number 9. 

8, In the following section, which conqpares xhe period since the ruling to the 
aame per:\od of the year before, please refer to your library statistics 
where available, (if not available, write NA,) 

Again, refer onljr to "sensitive*'materials. 



a. Total number of requests to 
withdraw sensitive materials 



Since ruling 
July'73-AT)r^7li 



Before ruling 
July'72-Apr'73 



Of these, how many are: 

(1) Verbal^ 

(2) Written (forms or otherwise X 

(3) ^y individuals 

(U) ^ groups (or individuals 

representing groigps ) 

b. Total number of requests to 

add sensitive materials 

Of these, how many are: 

(1) Verb^ ql ^ 

(2) Wiritten_ 

(3) By individ uals 

(h) ^ groups 



« 

(7* and) 8. This question is really the same as number 3.» 
expanded to include more precise data where available. 
Again* the possibility of positive requests (to add materialc) 
was included. 



ERIC 



16 



12 



9. In relation to the normal growth of the community you serve, how would you 
characterize any increase ±n coirplaints? 



JIomaL, considering growth of community 
Jjreater than growth would w,?jTant 
Lower than growth would warrint 



Comn*unity served has not grown significnntly in 
"the last yeai . 



J 



Not )^plicr\blej 
con5)laints have 
not increased. 



9* This question Is designed to account .or any significant 
population changes which might affect patron complaints. 
For exanqple, a snail library recording a marked Increase 
In complaints would have to consider a new Industrial plant 
irtilch opened during the year, swelling the town's population 
by several thousand. Such an Increase In eon^laints could be 
"normal" considering the growth of the community. 



10. Comments (please use back) 

^ j Fl©*** check if. ywi wotild like to receive summary of findings. 

THANK ion FOR YOUP Tim AND COOPEPATION. 
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D. Trial Mailing 

In order to verify the readability and validity of 
the questions prior to the final naillngt a preliiolnaxy sur- 
vey was undertaken* A oopy of the questionnaire and a cover 
letter requesting oritloal connvents were sent to the American 
Library Assool&tiont Freedom to Read Foundation (see Appendix 
A-1) • A siniiar oover letter with questionnaire was sent to 
five public libraries representing the various characteristics 
of the target group (see Appendixes A-2 and A-3) • These 
libraries are in addition to the 133 mentioned earlier* 

The trial group was composed oft 

1) one library from a Western city of size C) 300,000+ 
population 

2) one library froiL a Southern city of size B) 25,000-300,000 

3) one libraxy from a Midwestern town of size A) under 25,000 

4) one library from a Northeastern city of size B) 

5) one library from a Midwestern city of size C)« 

These trial respondents v/ere asked to answer the 
questions and ooncnent on the format* All five replied 
proiiQ>tly with favorable comments* Only one library of 
the five noted an "increase in patron concern* since the 
ruling (West, size C). This increase was not thought to 
be significant, however, but •formal, considering the growth 
of the community." The four other libraries reported "no 
change*** 
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Some of the &ddltion&l conmente v/ere more revealing.;. 

A librarian from a Northeast size B area was coneemed with 

the subtle, long-range inpaot of the Supreme Court ruling: 

Your questionnaire is straightforward and should 
elieit accurate indications of conscious responses 
by librarians t« increased community pressure, What 
will be very difficult to measure,, .is the extent to 
lAich librarians (long the greatest of censors) will 
avoid "sensitive* materials, but either fail to 
aolciowledge to themselves that this is what they 
are doing or hide behind a barricade of rationaliz- 
ations, 

A trial respondent from the South, site B library, added 
these aaising observations i 

Local concern over obscenity ,, .has alv/ays been 
strong, and the mayor is chairman of a group 
called "Dads Against Dirt," So while there has 
been no change since the Supreme Court ruling, 
it has probably been due to a smug assurance 
that at last the rest of the country is going 
to reach the sgum conclusion this community has. 
Curiously enough, the Library had more problems 
when the more liberal Court decisions were announ- 
ced, Thest* decisions usually brou^t people out 
of the woodwork. 

This same library director included these encouraging 
remarks about the format i "I have no criticism, nor sug- 
gestions regarding the questionnaire. It appears concise, 
siniple to complete, and it does not 'lead* the respondent 
to make sta ments Mthioh might be too general to invalidate 
the findings,* 
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ZIZ. ANALYSIS OF RSSPONSS 



The final nailing was oooiplated uaing the same ques- 
tionnaire with a revised corer letter (see Appendizas A-3 and 
B-1), Of the 133 libraries surreyed, 102 replied within three 
weeks . A follow-up letter was sent to the 31 non-respondents 
(see Appendix B-2), of these^ tn additional 33} forms were 
returned. The total response after both aailings was 115 of 
133 or 86j5, 

A. Analyis of Nan-Respandents 

The 18 non-respondents were scattered amongst the 

geographic and size variables. The Noi«theast had the best 

return rate with 23 of its 2k libraries responding. The 

non-respondents are antilysed below. 

Table 3 . 
Analysis of Non-Respcndents 



in sanni* zk 


38 


39 


32 




Northeast 


South 


West 


Btidwest 


Size A 




5 




1 


Size B 




1 




3 


Sise C 


1 


i 


1 


1 


Total # 

Non-Respondents 


l/2k 


7/38 


5/39 


5/32-18 



ERIC 



15 
20 



16 



B. Analysis of Respwises 

In this 8«etiont responding libraries aro referrad 
to by gaographio region (as per page 7), and by size of 
oomnity serred. The reader is reainded that size A serves 
a popolation of under 25,000 i size B 25, 000-300, 000 i and size 
C 300,000+. 

Of the 115 libraries responding, an ovenrtielming 108 
reported no ahange in "patron concern about library materials 
since the June, 1973 Supreme Court ruling on obeoenity" Ques- 
tion l). These same 108 libraries reported no change in 
"complaints regarding specific titles" since the ruling (ques- 
tion 3). This repreFcnts 9^ of these responding, or 815^ of 
the total sanvle. 

Only one libraiy reported a decrease, in patron concern 
since the ruling. This Mdwest size A library recorded a 
decrease in gpecifie ccsplaints as well (question 3)9 but 
did not include any connents interpreting this singular result. 

Seven of the II5 respondents, or 6%, recorded an 
increase in patron oenoexn (question !)• (This represents 
50 of the total sanple of 133.) Six of these are from the 
S'luthi two from size A, four from size B. The seventh library 
is from the West, size C. 

In completing question 2, all seven libraries noted 
"some critici»5m of the library for including sensitive materials." 
Two reported seme support of the library for including sensitive 
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inaterialB, (South size B, and South site A). Two reporter 
so«e liupport for ^eluding sensitive materials (South size B, 
South size A) • None reported oriticioa for excluding s«isitive 
materials • 

Pour of the sertn libraries reported no ohange in 
specirio complaints (queation 3). Only three libraries re- 
ported an increase in specific conqalaints, and two of these 
concluded that this increase was "normal, considering growth 
of the eomaunity" (question 9). Only one library (South size 
B) reported an increase in specific con^laints which was 
deemed " greater than growth would warrant," 

In analyzing the library's relationship to the commu- 
nity stwTed, 21 of the 115 respondents, or 17^, have found it 
necessary to explain their policies to the conraunity since the 
ruling (question 4), Of these, only four have done so as a 
direct result of the ruling. Two of these explained their 
policies by means of statements to the media (Midwest size B, 
South size B). One librarian defended library policies at a 
city council meeting (West size B) , A Midwestern library 
(size C) supported the American Library Association opposition 
to the ruling in a public statement before a local judge. 

Nine of the 115 libraries, or 8jS, have found it 
necessary to revise their existing book selection policies 
(question 5), Of these, only two have done so as a direct 
result of the ruling (Midwest size A, South size B), 

21 of the 115, or 17^i are attempting to determine 
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what current •local coBBBunity standards" are (question 6), 
Only two of these report that this is a result of the Court 
decision (South size C, South size B), 

C« Auded Conments by Reapondents 
22 of the 115 librarians, or 17%, took the time to 
add personal conments. Six of these related that the same 
few individuals complain each year, without regard to the 
most recent Court ruling* One Western size A library tells 
of several "elderly women in the comnunity" who complain regu- 
larly about contem^rary fiction. Another West size A library 
tells of a conservative religious group which con^lains period- 
ically about sexual content in library materials. Three libra- 
ries mentioned that they had prepared special complaint feme 
after the Supreme Court ruling, which have never been used. 

While the questionnaire was not designed to evaluate 
how libraries deal with ooaplaints, two libraries included 
this in their additional comments. One Southern size A 
library labels the book pocket of "any book that is full of 
obscenity." Another Southern size A library reviews criticized 
materials and "if the csmplaint is valid, the material is 
destroyed." 

In commenting on its book selection policy, one North- 
eastern size A library does not buy "those books lacking in 
taste or merit. Our budget is limited, therefore the funds 
are used for the benefit of the majority." A librarian from 
a Southern size B community with no vrrittcn book selection 
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policy reports that "an unwritten policy of judicious acquisi- 
tion has existed for a long tine, due to very limited funding.. 
The budget does not allow for the purchase of large quantities 
of ephemeral or recreational materials •* 

Finally, an amusing postscript was added to the form 
by the director of a Northeastern siie B library i 

I have the impression that the only persons 
deeply 6oneemed about the Supreme Court's 
ruling are library school educators and stu- 
dents who mistakenly believe that the Supreme 
Court's ruling will have any real Impact on 
the local library's freedom of selection. 
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ZV. CONOLUSZOtfS 



With & draaatio 9^ of all respondents reporting 
no ehange in patron concern or conplaints since the June, 
1973 ruling, one would have to conclude that the fears ex- 
pressed by Justice Douglas (and echoed by many of us in the 
library field) hare not been realized. Further, this response 
has crossed regional and population lines 1 throughout the coun- 
try—in the Northeast, South, West, and Midwest— libraries of 
all sizes hare reported no variation in their regular operations. 

Only one library in 115 reported an increase in specific 
complaints which was considered to be greater than the growth 
of the community would warrant. Only two libraries in 115 have 
found it necessary to revise existing book selection policy as 
a result of the ruling. 

Seven of the 115 respondents, or 6%, reported an 
increase in patron oonoem* And in all seven cases, concern 
was registered with the iiild •"some* rather than the Btron«er 
"auch" or "a great deal." In terns of regional differences, 
it n«y be significant that six of these seven libraries wsre 
from the Southi two fron size A, four from size B. Thb seventh 
library reporting an increase in patron concern was from the 
West* size C. 

The only other regional signifiean - was noted in teme 
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Of non-respondents. Of the 18 libraries that did not return 
the questionnaire, only one was frcm the Northeast (sise C). 
The remainder were distributed amongst the South (seven), 
Midwest (five), and West (five). 

In determining the validity of results, John Wick 
suggests using the "worst enemy* test. In this exercise, 
the researcher assumes that all non-respondents had actually 
replied in unanimous f««hton. Thus, if all 18 non-respondents 
had recorded some patren ooncem . the results of the study 
would have shown W of the total 133 (instead of the actual 
6?5 of 115) reporting such concoi.x. Similarly, if all 18 
non-respondents had recorded no change in patron concern, 
the results #ould have eiDBe to ^f0o of the total 133 (instead 
of the actual Wo of 115). Using the lowest possible figure, 
81^ of tho total sasiple would have reported no chanjce in 
patron concern. Using the highest possible figure, 955S would 
have reported no change in concern. 

Based on these findings, one can conclude that the 
decision has not caused serious problems for the public library 
to date. The public does not saem to be taking a more active 
role in monitoring library materials. Public library activi- 
ties have not been significantly altered as a result of the 
ruling. 

Some of the added comments by librarians tend to 
support the statement by one of the trial respondents that 
librarians havr^long D)een] the greatest of censors." The 
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labeling "•Ween*" aaterial by ont librarian, and the 
"destruction* of it by another are frightening disclosures. 
The use of •budget limitations* as the reason for "selecting 
out* sensitire aateriali is a questionable practice. For 
the most part, however, librarians reported dealing with 
coaplaints in a calm nunner, supportire of library policy, 
and, in the words of the director of a HeBtem size B library, 
"without getting tensed up," 

It seens significant that so Many librturians took 
the tiae to complete and return the questionnaire! 115 of 
133 t or 86^, responded. This be due, in part, to the 
fact that the form was simple and limited to two pages. It 
may also reflect a general interest in the subject 1 all but 
one library requested a summary of the findings. 

On Joae 2k, 1974, the Supreme Court ruled again, 
handing down a decision urtiich reinterprets its obscenity 
ruling of a year before. In Jenkins v. Georgia , the Court 
declEured that *It would be a serious misreading of Miller to 
conclude that Juries have unbridled discretion in determining 
irtiat is 'patently offensive.*" The Court emphasised that 
only material showing "patently offensive hard-core sexual 
conduct* may be banned by local juries. ^ 

^ Unitod States Supreme Court Bulletin (New Yorkt 
Comnerce Clearing House, 197'^) 9 pp. B4047-B4058. 
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The laws concerning obscenity have varied throughout 
the years , rei .ectlng the different opinions of the Justices 
who have comprised the Supreme Courts While current decisions 
leave many issues in doubt, the results of this study are 
reassuring. The findings presented here tend to show that 
the public library continues to function as a secure insti- 
tution in the comaunity. 
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APPENDIX A-1 a. 




THE UNIVERSIT^Y OF ARIZONA 



Tl'CSON, AiMZONA 85721 



C OLLKGL OF EDUCATION 



(.KAhbAM HHKAJO SCHOOL 




Kindly reply to : 

2521 E. Greenlee Pi. 
Tucson, Arizona 85716 
February 1, 197^ 



Alex P. Allain, President 
Freedom to Read Foundation 
50 East Huron Street 
Chicago, Illinois 606II 

Dear Sin 

All of us in the field of librarianship are concerned 
about the Supreme Court decision of June 21, 1973* We have 
read the ominous warning of dissenting Justice William 0* 
Douglas that "the net now designed by the court is so finely 
meshed that taken literally it could result in raids on 
libraries." 

How serious is the problem? Is the publ:.c taking a 
more active role in monitoring library materials? Have 
complaints from the public acting :ndividually or through 
pressure groups, increased since the ruling? Is book 
selection affected (perhaps in subtle ways)? 

a:? a researcher at the University of Arizona Clradu ate 
Library School, I am planning a project to determine the 
effects of the court ruling on the public library . By 
means of a one-page questionnaire sent to a random selec- 
tion of public libraries across the U.S., I hope to dis- 
cover, in a general way, what the reaction has been. I 
plan on writing to three libraries in each state 1 to one 
serving a community of under 25,000 j to another serving a 
population of from 25,000 to 350,000i and to a third, a 
major branch of a large metropolitan system. 

I would appreciate your comments about this project 
and the enclosed questionnaire. Would your office be 
willin{5 to endorse this research with a statement tc that 
effect in my cover letter? I look forward to hearing from 
you at your earliest convenience, as I am anxious to begin 
the iJtudy. 



Very truly yours. 
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Barbara Wenglin 
Researcher 
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4<^<^J'?^V APPENDIX A-1 b, 

THF. li VLR.S! . ')F ARIZONA 



K(»(l\t 4 



2521 East Greenlee PI* 
Tucson, Ari'^iona 8^716 
February 18, 197^*- 

Judith F* Krugp Executive Director 
Proedom to Read Foundation 
SO Eas:t Huron Street 
Chicaf^On Illinois 606II 



Dear Ms. Krug: 



On February Ist^ I wrote to your office conooming a research 
project dealin^^ with the June 1973 Supreme Court ruling on obscenity-, 
By moans of a questionnaire sent to a random relcction of public 
librat^ios across the United States, I hope to determine what the 
reaction to the law has been» 

I am writing this follow-up letter to you at the suggestion 
of my research advisor, Mary R« Pov/er. I have enclosed a copy of 
my original lette^ as well as a revision of the original nn.crstion- 
naire. 

Again, your comments about this project and the questionnaire 
would be appreciated • Would your office be willing to cmlorrjo this 
research with a statement to that effect in my cover letter? I 
look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience, as 
I am anxious to proceed with the study* 



Sincerely, 

Barbara Wcnglin 
Researcher 



Enc. 
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APPENDIX A-1 0. 
THE UNIVERSIT' () l< ARIZONA 

T I' C S C) N. A k I / <) N A K> J I 



cot I.FGI ()^ I one AT ION 

<.KMll All I IIIKAKt S( llOOl 



2521 Earjt aroonlee PI, 
Tucson, Arizona 857 16 
Karch 15, 

Judith F, Krug, Executive Director 
Freedom to Read Foundation 
50 East Huron Street 
Chicago, Illinois 6O6II 

Dear Ms, Krugi 

On February 1st and February 18th, I wrote to your office con- 
cerning a re^rch project dealing with the June 1973 Supremo Court 
ruling on obscenity. By means of a questionnaire cent to a random 
selection of public libraries across the United States, I hope to 
determine what the reaction to the law has been. 

The response to a trial mailing of the questionnaire has been 
most encouraging. All of the libraries in the sample group respon- 
ded; many commented favorably on the format and importance of th" 
stuay, AS I prepare for the final mailing, I would appreciate 
your comments about the questionnaire. Again, would your office 
be willing to endorse this survey with a statement to that effect 
m my cover letter? 

I have enclosed a copy of the original letters and the rovised 
questionnaire, I look forward to hearing from you at your earliest 
convenience, before I proceed with the study. 



Sincerely, 




Researcher 

Enc 
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APPiTPIX A-1 d. 

Freedom to Read Foundation 

50 EAST HURON STREET. CHICAGO. ILLINOIS 60611 • PHONE (312) 944-6780 



f '*Rn OF DmECTORS 

A ex ^ All am PfSident 

-"^ mf at law and Truitaa 

..erettT Moore Vici-President 

il stant Librana* 
J" .-'1 !y of Ca'i.OT'a 
<!• Lu:. Ange'es 

Richard L Darhng. Treasurer 

099'^ Sc^oo• of L"braf> S«rvic« 
Co _tT^6.a Ln.v«rail/ 

Mrs Judith F Krug. Secftfftry 
Executive Director 

Wit lam D North 
General Counsel 



/ :'iam D Cunningham 

, f/'^'.at 

btaniey Fleishman 

A'Tfn*/ nt Law 

James A riarvey 

Ei9cutiv» Secretary 

' '^0 t I t-ary A»>wC.atton 

Edward G Holl^y 

O-'a" Schoc c» Librvy Sc>«nc« 

C'vwrait^ of NOr'h Cardtna 

Evelyn Levy 

^•S onal L-brarian 
£-,och Pratt ff99 Library 

Jean Lowne 

Z rfc'or School of Librananahip 
Wcs *m M'c.-.igan Univamiy 

Mrs Florence McMulhn 

T'j1>« Kiig Courly Ltbrary 

R Kathleen Molz 
'JtM Oboier 
iif-o State Ur versjy 
/rs Carr,eC Robinson 

sc at« Pfof#iiOf 

^co) of Edj'-iitton 
t.1 r Lr vers !y 

'^race Slocuir 

M» »' »-| Dirrc'O' 

r Pr«|i Fr-^rt Libfafy 

jbet wedgeworth 

-•r jiiva Diractof 
A-^p' '-an L brary Association 

Josiyn N Wilhams 
Jane Wilson 

AcQuiiii 0*^1 Ltbra'iao 
'Tjieva't Un vers ly 



May 29, 1974 



Ms • Barbara Wenglin 
2521 East Greenlee Place 
Tucson^ Arizona 83716 

Dear Ms* Wenglin: 

Mr. Allain a 1 I very much appreciated the information regarding 
your proposed research project which you sent to us some time 
ago. As you are probably aware > research of the type you are 
undertaking is currently beyond the scope ot the Freedom to 
Read Foundation. Nevertheless, we would be extremely interested 
in receiving a summary of the results of your project as the 
information has the potential of being of great help in our 
various legal actions. 

Good luck with this important and interesting project. 
Sincerely, 




Judith F. Krug (MfsO 
Executive Director 

JFK/jj 
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7>:Z UNIVERSITY ARIZONA 

TJCSON, ARIZONA b^72l 



COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
ckaduate l»3Rary school 



KOOM 



2521 E. Grcenieo Place 
Tucson, Arizona 857I6 
February 19, 197^ 



^Cv:r --:.or::.ria:i: 

x„l 01" ui: in the field c± libraric;nsnip are concerr*ed abou'j 
•j/.c .,:cr^-;.:c Court ruling of Junc^ 1973 a ^cu nay recall that the 
C-c:;ir.iG:'. rejects the "utterly without redocrrJLns social value" zez'c 
-er obscenity 0 In effect, a v/orl: :\c no longer protected by oho 
-'irjo A..;endL:ent if, taken as a \:hoiCj it appeals to the prurie/.t 
interest; portrays sexual conduct in a patently offensive v/ay; a:*d 
l^clzz serious literary, artistic^ political, or scientific valu:,w 
ruryh^r^ 'zlic question of obscenity is no^/ to be decided by lacd 
vuri..- usin^ the standards of the "av^ra-e person" of a ce:;...^nxt/. 

'/hat has boon the effect of 'chis i-ulin^ on the public i:/.:rv.iv 
V-*o coujT.unity it servos? Is tlio public taking a* more active 
rolu in lucnitoring library materials? is the library's book 
seloetion affected? 

Your library has oeen r electee: as part of a trial group ol' re- 
spondents in a study to deter:r,ine the effects of the Court ruli._;j 
en *;he public library • V/e v/ould appreciate it if you v/oulu e-o.;- 
plete who enclosed form and ccrr.r.ent on the validity of the cuos'jie.-,.:.. 
./re "Jho questions clear? Have v/e provided for every possibllo reep.:/.ev^? 
.'.ave *./e forgotten anything? (Please do not criticize our spacing er 
papw-r: the final cover letter and cuesticrjiaire v/ill be printed pre- 
f e-sionally.) You r.iay use the back of the form for yo;,r cor^ncntSi, 

vo insure anonymity, data fro::, the study (and from this trial 
r..n) ;/ill be reported in terms of re^iion and size of community 
..uiv^dj \'ithout identifying individual respondents. You ray 
inej.eate at the end of the fern if ijon v/culd like to receive a 
su:;e.uiry of our findings* 

vhank you for your tiiae and cooperation. The return of the fea.\.. 
by h^reh 3th will be appreciated ^ as v/e are anxious to evaluate your 
cora.ienws and proceed with the study. 

Sincerely, 



ERLC 



Barbara Wenglin, ReGcarc:;cr 
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APPENDIX A-3 P.l 
UNIVERSITT OF ARIZONA - LIBRAilT SCHOOL 

The time required to supply this information is approximately 5-10 minutes. 

Position of respondent (please use exact title): 



In all of the following questions, "library materials" and complaints about 
such materials re fer to controversipl^ questionable or "problem" items de aling 
wiUi seXy violence^ race, politics / drugs , etc > ~ 

1. Are you and your staff aware ol increased pptron concern about library 
materials since the June 1973 Supreme Court ruling on obscenity? 

a. Increase b. No ch^ge c. Decrease 

2. If you checked "a", how would you characterize this increased concern? 
Check below whatever choices apply: 

a. Criticism of the library 

(1) for including "sensitive" materials 

^Some Much A great deal 

(2) for excluding sensitive materials 

Some A great deal 

b. Support c' the library 

(1) for including sensitive materials 

Some Much A great deal 

(2) for excluding sensitive mat>erials 

Some Much A great deal 

3. Have complaints regarding specific titles increased since the obscenity ruling? 

Increase No change Decrease 

li. Have you found it necessary to exp3ain your library's policies to the 
community since the Supreme Court ru'^ing? 

^No 

Yes, as a result of the ruling 

Yes, but not directly related to the ruling 

If yes, by what means? 



Have you found it necessary to revise your existing policy on book selection 
since the ruling? 

iHO 

^ Yes, as a result of the ruling 

Y^s, but not directly related to the ruling 
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6. Is your library atteirpting to determine what "local community standards" are? 
No 



fes, as a result of the mling 
l es, but not directly related to the ruling 
If yes, by what means? 



7. Does your library keep statistics of patron conqDlaints? 

X^s No If you checked no, you may skip to nmber 9. 

8. In the following section, which conpares the period since the ruling to the 
aame period of the year before, please refer to your library statistics 
where available. (If not available, write NA.) 

Again, refer onljr to "sensitive'^materials. 



a. Total number of requests to 
withdraw sensitive material! 

Of these, how many are: 
(1) VerbaL^ 



Since ruling 
July'73-Apr7U 



(2) Written (forms or otherwise). 

(3) By individuals. 



(h) By groups (or individuals 
representing groups ) 



b. Total number of requests to 
add sensitive materials^ 



Of these , how many are : 
(1) Verbal 



(2) Written 

(3) By individ uals 
(U) By groiqjs 



Before ruling 
July^72-Apr'73 



9. In relation to the normal growth of the community you serve, how would you 
characterize any increase in coirplaints? 

NormpI, considering growth of community 

Greater than growth would warrant 

Lower than growth would warrant 



Conmrunity served has not grown significrmtly in 

the last year. 

10. Comments (please use back) 



1^ I Ple»oe ch^ck if you would like to receive summary of findings. 

TiANK Yoii TOP yoljp nm A^r. coopefation, 

36 



Not applicable; 
corrplaints have 
not increased. 
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B-3 Sample of Suannary of Findings Letter 
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APPENDIX B-1 
THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 



TUCSON, AKI^cN/ 85721 



COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 



GRADUATE LIBRARY SCHOOl 



ROOM4M 
(M)2) m4-«V.1 



2521 Bast Ortcnlte Place 
Tucson, Arisona 85716 
April 10, 197^^ 



Dear Librarisnt 

All of us in the field of librarianship are concerned about 
the Supreae Court ruling of June, 1973. You nay recall that the 
decision rejects the "utterly without redeening social value" 
test for obscenity, in effect, a work is no longer protected 
by the First Amendment if, taken as a whole, it appeals to the 
prurient interest i portrays sexual conduct in a patently offen- 
sive wayi and lacks serious literary, artistic, political, or 
scientific value. Further, the question of obscenity is now to 
be decided by local juries using the stsndards of the "average 
person" of a eomunity. 

What has been the effect of this ruling rn the public 
library and the cononnity it serves? Is the public taking 
a more active role in monitoring library materials? is the 
library's book selection affected? 

By completing the enclosed form in the five to ten minutes 
it will take, you can help answer these questions. To insure 
anonymity, data from the study will be reported in terms of 
region and size of coonmity served, without identifying indi- 
vidual respondents. You may indicate at the end of the form 
if you would like to receive a sunmiary of our findings. 

We welcome any comments you nay want to include. Thank 
you for your time and cooperation. The return of the fom by 
April 30, 197^^ will be appreciated. 



Sincerely 9 




Barbara Wenglin 
Researcher 



Enc. 
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APPENDIX B-2 
THE UNIVERSITV OF ARIZONA 

TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721 



3* 



COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

CRADUAIE LIBRARY SCHOOL 



ROOM 4)9 
(602) «K4-Y565 



2521 Eaat Greenlee Place 
Hicson, Arizona 85716 
May 13, 197U 

Dear Librarian: 

About three weeks ago, you received a letter from me 
requesting your help in a stucfy to deterraLne the effects 
of the 1973 Supreme Court obscenity ruling on the public 
library. 

Ihere appears to be much interest in this controversial 
decision, since a substantial number of the forms have 
already been returned. We would appreciate your completing the 
enclosed form in the five to ten minutes it will take. The 
higher return rate will give us a better indication of the reac- 
tion to the ruling throughout the country. 

As of this date, we have not received your response. If 
our letters have crossed in the mail, thank you for your coop- 
eration. 



Sincerely, 



Barbara Wenglin 
Researcher 



ERIC 
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APPENDIX B-3 
THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 



TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721 



COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 



ROOM 439 
(602) M4.3S6S 



GRADUAIE LIBRARY SCHOOL 



2521 East Greenlee PI. 
Tucson 9 Arizona 85716 
July 31, 1974 



Dear Librarian! 

A few men the ago, you completed a questionnaire concerning 
the 1973 Supreme Court ruling on obscenity • A summary of the 
findings follows. 

Yours was one of 133 public libraries selected by a stratified 
random sampling from the Bowker American Library Directory 
(1972^73) # Three libraries were chosen from each of the 50 
states, serving populations of A) under 25,000, B) from 25,000 
to 300,000 and, where possible, C) over 300,000. 115 of the 
133, or 86^, responded. Of these, 108, or 9^$ reported no 
change in patron concern or complaints since the June 1975^ 
decision. This response crossed regional and population lines i 
throughout the country— in the Northeast, South, West, and Kid- 
west— libraries of all sizes reported no variation in their 
regular operations. 

Seven of the 115 respondents, or OJJ, reported ••some** increase 
in patron concern. Six of these were libraries frcm the South, 
one was from the West. Only one library in 315 -tported an 
increase in specific complaints which was considered to be 
greater than xhe growth of the comnunity would warrant. 

Four libraries have found it neceooaiy to explain their policies 
to the community as a result of the ruling. Two have revised 
their book selection policy as a result of the ruling. Two are 
attempting to determine what current ••local community standards" 
are as a direct result of the decision. 

On the basis of these findings, one can conclude that the 
Supreme Court ruling has not caused serious problems for the 
public library to date. The public does not seem to be taking 
a more active role in monitoring library materials. Public 
library activities have not been significantly altered as a 
result of the decision. 

We were gratified by the high rate of return which renders 
these findings more meaningful. Thank you again for your 
part in this study. 



Sincerely, 
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Barbara Wenglin 
Researcher 
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